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CC ' ~Dear F , rn :=..
I appreciate the opponuniry to file this formal comment concerning the ratings systemdencly::c
implemented by the television industry. ~

1919 M St. NW

Washington DC 20554

Office of the Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission

It is my view that the ag<:-based system that has been adopted by the television industry is D.Q1 adequate to
accomplish the goal for which it was implemented. There are several ways that an age-based system fails,
and I would like to draw your attention to two of them.

The first problem is that it is administered by the television industry itsel£ If the goal is to protect our
children from explicit sex, violence. and language content, then the public would be well served by having
an independent body ov<:rseeing this function. We cannot reasonably expect "the fox to guard the hen
house". Whatever ratings system is implemented, it must be administ~red by those who have the best
interests ofAmerica's children as their motive. The television industry is incapable of rating the content of
their own productions, because profit is their primary motive.

Secondly, a poor ratings standard is worse than no ratings system at all. The current age-based system
gives no guidelines concerning the offensive content of the shows. If we don't specifically address what is
offensive in a given show's content, then all we are doing is giving the television programmers a shield to
hide behind when consumers are offended at what television contains. The age of the viewer is relatively
insignificant at this poim. Offensive content is offensive content, for adults as well as children. There
should be no double-standard.

Instead of the current age-based system, a better plan would be a content-based system administered by
individuals who are fully independent of TV production and profits, who have high moral and ethical
standards which flow from the Judeo-Christian faith upon which this nation was founded.

Traditionally, parents have been the primary filter for protecting America's youth from inappropriate TV
viewing. In view of the relatively weak state of the modern American family, it becomes all the more
imponant for the FCC 10 implement TV ratings which truly offers all viewers protection from the daily
bombardment of explid: sex, violence, and language which characterizes much of current television
programming.

The best solution is for the television industry to quit broadcasting explicit sex, violence, and language.
Until mat unlikely evem happens, it is up to good and moral people to prevail in this effort of determining
what is appropriate for public television viewing.

I urge the FCC to implement content-based ratings, which afford Americans the most protection possible.

Sincerely, ,"

)fJ/ii/!>t:S'fjl jfj)/I~"~ (

Dave Malbrough
319 Rue Rabelais # 1508
South Bend, IN 46615
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( 1111l~~ of the SecretatT

I, ~da:ll <.'ommunications Commission
10]0 \1 SIred, KW.
iYa:-.llinglon, D.c. 20~,5-l

lhl.~ very best scrvice , evcr SUhSClibcd to \\as a scni.:..· that told me exactly what was in a movic
so I could decidl.: i~}r mvsdf whether or not I wankel 10 sec it The same must hI.: done for T\ ..' ,
wanl to knmv \vhat is in it: Nudity, sex \\ ith or \vithoUl nudity. s\vcaring (what kind of words
~md if then:: arc a fcw or many), "ioknee (l~al or eal1oon). scx or erude talk de. Then I can
dl'cide if it is wOl1h wakhing or no1.

\ ly prdcrencc is that none of tllis is brougJll into our homes wllieh 1 feci to he an 111\'<1sion.
\V1Ien parents aren't h omc, and they change the program to another slot or station, Ihen \\ haC: I
do not \vork, but 1 still am not home cwry minuk my children are, I(cep the junk in the moyics
whcre \VC ean decide 10 see it or not. \\lien it invades our homes. sometimes \-ve sec tiling", \\ <.:

lind oflCnsivc. Even Ihough we change Ill ..' .:hannl.:'1. il is otll.:n 100 jail.: hecause \\I..,'v\:' alread.'
got1en ;1 glimpse of \vhat we didn't wan1 1(· ~,,'~. What .Ihoul our light!"? I fmd thi!' 10 be laking
;l\\ay my lights. But then, no on~ seenb ((' lJn;' ahout this at all. NOI" do they (;11'1.' what ~·hjldn.:n

'l'e--lhey only prdem they do. when in fad. e\\T~ de.. islon made hy the movii.' industr~ and
hacked hy you. shO\vs us that you do not larl.' in thl.' least. :\0 \vonder our teenagers are obsessl.~d

\vith sc'(. drugs. and ,ioknce.

Sinccrdy.

\11'. & Mrs. .lames S. CiredinQ & Famih
~, .

1J58 Grecnfield Stred
Thousand Oaks, CA 9] 360
,80S) -l95-0771
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4 March 1997

attn: CS Docket No. 97-55

r~")
{;'J

Office of The""Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Secretary,

I'm writing to comment on the current television rating system devised by the television content
producers. I can't over-state how disappointed I am in these weak, content-free ratings.

Consider this example. Last Sunday (2 March 1997), our family sat down to watch CBS'
"Touched By An Angel." This is one of the few remaining programs on prime-time, network
television which I can usually feel comfortable about my children watching. This episode carried the
TV-G rating, ostensibly meaning suitable for all ages. However, about 31. into the program, my
children were exposed to a story about the rape of a young girl.

When my six year old daughter began asking about the meaning of the word "rape" and
specifically how it was different from being "beat up", I realized that the current rating system is a
cruel joke foisted on parents. We were fooled into viewing a program with a TV-G rating and then
sandbagged into explaining a violent sexual act to a daughter whose innocence we wish to protect ­
and Broadcast Television seems determined to crush. (Remember, this was an example of perhaps
the safest television show for families.) If the program had Content Ratings, as are provided on
some cable networks, we'd have been better prepared to take a responsible decision.

However, even a Co rItent Rating will be meaningless if the ratings are decided by those who have
already demonstrated a callous disregard for parental interests. There has to be an independent body
previewing the programming, and applying a measurable, objective standards before the television
ratings will have the integrity needed to earn the trust of the people.

Since these are commercial broadcasts using public airwaves, I see Content ratings as a
Consumer Safety / Product Labeling issue, not a First Amendment infringement. I'm not saying
adult situations can't be broadcast, only that we be given sufficient information beforehand to make
reasonable judgments on suitability for our family.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jack W. Frosch

/
N,o. ot CopIes rec'd
US! ABeDi: --..---
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describe the content!; ofthe show. I don't think that a person in Hollywood or the Federal

Government should :letermine that a particular child will be mature enough to watch a program at

a given age. Please reconsider the current rating system and replace it with a content based rating

system.

Dear Secretary;

We are the parents of three children ages 9, 6 and 3. We attempt to be very conscious of what

our children are exposed to while watching television. Although we do not claim to be expert on

child rearing we do ~now that our children have developed at their own individual pace and were

not at the same level of maturity at corresponding ages. The current method ofTV program

rating does not help us in determining if a program is satisfactory for our children to watch or not.

A content based rating system would not only make it easier to make a choice but it would help

us to have a better understanding of a program and what is in it. When we go to a grocery store

we buy a product by the contents in the container not a label on the container. Just as the label on

a food container desGribes the content within the container so a label for a television show should

Office OfThe Secretary
Federal Communicat ions Commission
1919 M Street NW Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

-----

Reference: CS Dockl~t No. 97-55

Ronald & Gloria Yoder
1300 E Woodview Dr
Nappanee, IN 46550
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February 20, 1997

Dear Sirs:

The "Age-based" rating system that is currently in place is unacceptable. When shows that have
high sexual content are rated TV-PG (recent episode of "Friends" and "Ellen", etc. etc.) it is a waste of
your time and your viewers' time. We would much prefer that you go with "content-based" ratings. And
the content-based ratings should be accurate and non-biased. Ifyou know in your heart that a child
should not be subjected t,) what is being portrayed on the television, LET US KNOW, PLEASE!!! We
will respect and thank you for it. We are the grandparents of the most precious little girl you could ever
know. We don't want h,~r mind to be perverted. Children are our greatest gift. Why would anyone want
to ruin such gifts by spoiling their minds with trash? It seems that the television industry and media have
that very agenda. "Get them while they are young". The dark side is prevailing, it would seem. Well, we
are fighting back and we don't appreciate the fact that the producers ofTV shows and movies seem to
have a miSSIon of cranldng out the worst of the worst iliese days. Why can't the American public trust
that family oriented programming is available and if it isn't family friendly at least we will be
appropriately warned.

since~elY• '"fc9....
Vicki & David 'It(;;--
5870 Garmish Rd.
Colorado Springs, Co. 80918
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It is my view that the age-based system that has been adopted by the television industry is JlQI adequate'fo
accomplish the goal for whi,ch it was implemented. There are several ways that an age-based system fails,
and I would like to draw your attention to two of them.

-- ••~. <::;:::,

Dear FCC, ~;::: !:f
I appreciate the opponunit)' to file this formal comment concerning the ratings system8?rtently~
implemented by the television industry. c::.;; -'C

c.O

Office of the Secretary>
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St. NW

Washington DC 20554

The first problem is that it is administered by the television industry itsel£ If the goal is to protect our
children from explicit sex> violence> and language content> then the public would be well served by having
an independent body overseeing this function. We cannot reasonably expect "the fox to guard the hen
house". Whatever ratings system is implemented, it must be administered by those who have the best
interests of America>s children as their motive. The television industry is incapable of rating the content of
their own productions, because profit is their primary motive.

Secondly> a poor ratings standard is worse than no ratings system at all. The current age-based system
gives no guidelines concerning the offensive content of the shows. If we don't specifically address what is
offensive in a given show's content, then all we are doing is giving the television programmers a shield to
hide behind when consumers are offended at what television contains. The age of the viewer is relatively
insignificant at this point. Offensive content is offensive content, for adults as well as children. There
should be no double-standard.

Instead of the current age-based system, a better plan would be a content-based system administered by
individuals who are fully independent of TV production and profits> who have high moral and ethical
standards which flow from the Judeo-Christian faith upon which this nation was founded.

Traditionally> parents have been the primary filter for protecting America's youth from inappropriate TV
viewing. In view of the relatively weak state of the modern American family> it becomes all the more
important for the FCC to implement TV ratings which truly offers all viewers protection from the daily
bombardment of explicit sex, violence> and language which characterizes much of current television
programming.

The best solution is for the television industry to quit broadcasting explicit sex, violence, and language.
Until that unlikely event happens> it is up to good and moral people to prevail in this effort of determining
what is appropriate for public television viewing.

I urge the FCC to implement content-based ratings, which afford Americans the most protection possible.

Sincerely,

~~ GK
Stephen Cox
4291 Michigan Road
Plymouth, IN 46563

Noo of Copies reeoc !
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Greg and Joanne Lord
2505 9th Ave NW
Mandan ND 58554

March 5, 199~'

Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW, Room 222
Washington DC 20554

Attn: CS Docket No. 97-55

We are writin g concerning the TV ratings system for television programs
currently being used. As parents of five children, we would like to thank you
for taking on this responsibility of rating programs to assist parents in
monitoring what their children view on TV.

We do have a concern about the kind of ratings system being used. With so
many of the J:rograms being rated in the "TV-PG" category, it is very difficult
to determine how programs are rated. Please consider a system that would be a
content-based code which would offer information on the levels of sex,
violence and Ianguage instead of a age-based code. Our children would be
watching more TV if we could monitor their viewing with this type of ratings
system.

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter

Sincerely,

~~."~~,,,--~oR~~
Greg an d Joame Lord 'P

I
I

-------------- .._..,---_._~--"
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Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioners:

~\' t·__ C~

221,0593

AREA CODE 608

March 6,1997

CS Docket No. 97-55

There is considerable controversy over the value and "acceptability" of the TV
rating system recently announced by the television industIy and now before the Federal
Communications Commission. As an Assistant Attorney General for the State of
Wisconsin, I have had 25 years' experience enforcing and interpreting state and federal
laws. By this letter I wish to bring to the Commission's attention my opinion as a private
attorney that the proposed rating system is deficient as a matter oflaw and should be
rejected on that basi5.

It is not complicated The burden is on the industry to

"establish rules for rating video programming that contains sexual, violent, or other
indecent material about which parents should be informed before it is displayed to
children" (p.L. 104-104. Sec. 551(e)(1)(A)).

Although the TV industIy emphasizes that it has developed a ratings system, we
must assume that Congress chose its words carefully and means what it says. The first
part of sec. 551 (e) (1) (A) does focus on creating a ratings system, but it is the latter part
of the provision which prescribes the purpose to be served and therefore the standard by
which their adequacy must be judged. The latter portion indicates that there is "material
about which parents should be infonned before it is displayed to children." The kinds of
material of main concern are stated to be "sexual, violent, or other indecent material."

Clearly, the provision requires the TV industry to give notice of the content of the
programming and in particular whether it be "sexual, violent, or other indecent material."

The proposed system informs parents of what age categories the TV industry
thinks should watch a program. There is nothing in the Telecommunications Act of 1996
that can be construed to call for an age-based rating system_ The industry's

(
No, of Copies rec'd _
List ABCDE
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categorization of a program is purportedly based on the content of the show, but the
system does not inform the parent whether the show "contains sexual, violent, or other
indecent material before it is displayed." The proposed system generally indicates that
any or all of the types of material may be present, but that does not satisfy the clear intent
of the law.

Consider a slightly different perspective. Since the proposed system gives only
general notice that any or all of the various types of material is present, the only way a
parent can determine whether the program contains material which the parent considers
inappropriate to their c.hild is to watch the entire program with the child. This obviously
frustrates the whole purpose of the system. It is also in direct conflict with the statutory
requirement that "parents should be informed before it is displayed to children."

This legal interpretation is supported by the Findings of Congress accompanying
the legislation and in particular the one where Congress contemplates a system

"providing par~:nts with timely information about the nature of upcoming video
programming and with the technological tools that allow them easily to block
violent, sexual or other programming that they believe harmful to their children. "
(p. L. 104-104, Sec. 551 (a)(9)).

The proposed ~:ystem is (1) not "timely," (2) does not provide parents with
information about the nature of upcoming video program," and (3) does not allow parents
to "easily" block violent, sexual, or other programming they believe harmful to their
children. The only way the information will be "timely" and enable parents to "easily ...
block violent, sexual or other programming" is if the information about content is
provided to the parent prior to the program.

Likewise, the following remarks in the House Report accompanying the
Telecommunications Act support this opinion:

"In spite of the manifold benefits bestowed by H.R 1555 on the nation's television
industry, the bill fails to elevate the public interest obligations of broadcasters to
meet the need:;; of parents and children. It is apparent that broadcasters are failing
to meet the informational and educational needs of the child audience as required
by the Children's Television Act of 1990. Moreover, the issue of increasing levels
of violence in our society has focused attention on the graphic violence and other
objectionable programming often found on both on [sic] broadcast and cable
progranumng....
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Despite repeated documentation of what society knows to be a serious problem,
solutions have proved elusive. And when the hot glare of Congressional attention
turns elsewhere, violence on television begins to increase again.

That is why we have concluded that parents must be given the technological ability
to block violent shows when they are not in the room to supervise their children.
Technology exists -- called a V-Chip ("v" for violence) or C-Chip ("c" for
children) -- that allows parents in their own homes to block, in advance, any
program rated violent. The decision to block is the parent's; the decision to rate is
the broadcaster' ~;. In this way, we can facilitate the job of parenting in the
pervasive presence of television without having the government deciding which
shows are acceptable and which are not." (Congressional & Administrative News,
104th Congress, pages 115 and 117.)

In addition to expressing the intent to give parents prior warning about content,
this contemporaneous legislative history expressly contemplates that some programming
will be "rated violent." The proposed system will not rate any program "violent."

The House Report also recognizes the reality that

"In today's world, where most children have two working parents, it is unrealistic
to expect that mom or dad will sit with their child for hours watching television
and be there to tum off violent programs." (Congressional & Administrative News,
l04th Congress, page 11 7.)

And yet, this is exactly what the proposed system will require.

Congress has ddegated to the Commission the responsibility to determine whether
the proposed system is "acceptable to the Commission" (Sec. 555(e)(1)(A)). This is a
matter ofjudgment for the Commission, which will no doubt consider many of the same
factors discussed above. However, this opinion is provided to inform the Commission
that before undertaking to exercise its judgment, the Commission should determine that
the proposed system is deficient as a matter of law.

Robert W. Larsen


